Remarks 

This listing of claims w!! repiace all prior versions and listings of claims in the 
application. Claims 1, 35, 44-46, mid 54 are amended Claims 4, 6, 8-10, 16-34, 38, 40- 
43, 47-53, and 56-66 were previously cancelled. Claims 69-74 ai e added. Therefore 
claims 1-3, 5, 7, 1 1-15, 35-37, 39, 44-46, 54-55, and 67-74 are pending. The foUowitig 
remarks are provided in response to the Office Action mailed September 8, 2009 in 
which Examiner; 

• tqects clatni^ 1-3 li-P^ -j^--^" ^v, 44.4(^ ^4-S> and <)7-oS undei >S 
L SC H)2(e)a<.being unpatt ^'ahle b> I S Puh \o 2<)f)4 f'OiotnO to 
Viswaiiath et al. (hereinafter l iswanath}. 

* rejects claims 14-15 under 35 IJ.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
P'mmmth in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0019662 to Sylor et ai. (hereinafYer 
Syhr). 

Applicants respectfiiily request reconsideration of the above referenced patent 
application for the following reasons; 

Rt:jECiiON VmER 35 U.S.C. § tOtic) 

Examiner rejects claims 1-3, 5, 7, 11-13, 35-37, 39, 44-46, 54-55, and 67-68 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(e) as allegedly being unpatentable by llswmmih. 

''A chiim is anticipated only if each and every element as set fbrtii in the claim is 
found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." M.P.E.P. 
§213L 

Applicants amend claim 1, which is reproduced below. Independent claims 35 
and 44 recite similar limitations. 

Claim I as amended recites the foHowing : 

A method for monitoring one or more resources by a monitoring 
architecture, the method comprising; 

assigning each of a plurality of runtime beans to the respective one or 

more of a plurality of resources to be monitored, wherein each of 
the plurality of runtime beans to provide monitoring information 
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regarding each of the respective one or more resources to a 
iuoni tor bean associated wiUi the rLinyrne bean assigned lo the 
respective resource, the monitor hem being one of a pluraiity of 
monitor beans in the monitoring architecture; 

arranging the plurality of monitor beans into a hierarchical tree 
structure, wherein each of the monitor beans to receive the 
monitoring inlbrmation regarding the resource to be moriitored 
fron? the aintiine bean assigned to the monitor bean, and wherein 
each of Uie piisrality of snonitor beaiis in tiie hierarchica! tree 
structure to be individuaily represented as a tree node of the 
hierarchical tree structure; 

continuous monitoring^ i» real-time, the plurality of resources via the 
plurality of runtitne beans respectively assigned to the plurality' of 
resources; 

registering each of the monitor beans as a cluster by a server of the 

monitoring architecture, wherein the server to serve as a single 
point of entry for calling each of the plurality of runtime and 
iMonitor beans; and 

receiving by the sen er of the monitoring architecture the continuous 
monitoring information from the plurality of runtime beans at 
predetermined periodic time periods, wherein the tree node 
associated with each monitor bean within the hierarchical tree 
structiire provides imii vidua! reporting of the con'csponding 
resource based on the monitoring information received by the 
monitor bean represented by the tree node. 

Claim amendments are supported by the Specification. See, for example, 
Appiiuxfkm Smcificafkm. Par, 0028, ()()53. 0057, 0063-64, 0066, arid 0078 . 

Viswamth allegedly discloses a dynamic administration framework for servers 
that are used at runtime for monitoring and managing the system. Vimm(AM>stmsi:. 
Fi g. 6; Par- 0127 . However, Viswanath does not ditsclose a monittoring archittecture that 
performs tlie process of continuous monitoring, in real-time, the phirality of 
resources which are then received by the ser\'er at predetermined periodic time 
periods. Furthermore, Fmvamnh does not disclose registering each of the monitor beans 
as a cluster by a server of the tuoniioring architecture, wherein the server to serve as a 
single point of entry for calling each of the plurality of runtime and monitor beans. 

The lack of such disclosure in Vmmmth means that it does not anticipate claim 1 
as atTiended. Therefore, independent claims 1, 35, and 44 are not anticipated by 
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Vimmmth. The remaining claims cited by the Examiner for aiieged § 102(e) rejection 
depend from the above independent claims. Since dependent claims include ai! 
iimitations of their respective independent claims, dependent claims 2-3, 5, 7, 1 1-13, 36- 
37, 39, 45-46, 54-55, aiid 67-68 are not anticipated by Viswamnh. In the sectioii below 
regarding § 1 03(a), Applicants also argue that Vbwanafh teaches away from claim 1 and 
so cannot be used as a valid reference for § 102(e) and/or § 103(a) rejectiotts. 

Hence, Applicants respectfully request Examiner to reconsider claims 1-3, 5, 7, 
1 i-I3, 35-37, 39, 44-46, 54-55, and 67-68 in view of the amendments. 

Rejection UNDER 35 U.S.C:. S i 03fa) 

Examiner rejects claims 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over Viswanath in view diSylor. Examiner admits that Vimamth, 
regarding to claim 14, does not disclose a current monitoring status that includes a color- 
coded indication of at least one of statics of a resource being monitored among the 
plurality of resources, wherein the color-coded indication indicates the resource is 
Hearing a critical value. Office Aclkm, Page 7. Examiner also admits that Viswarmh, 
regai^ding to claim 15, does not teach a monitoring history of the plurality of resources 
that is collected over a predetermined time period. Id. at 8 . To cure these deficiencies, 
Examiner relies on Sy/or. 

Before analyzing Syfor In view of claims 14-15, Applicants argue that t^mtmmh 
teaches away from claim i and so cannot be used as a valid reference for § 103(a) 
rejection. Additionally, .Applicants contend that Sylor alone or in combination with 
Vimamth does not cure the deficiencies of Viswanaih regarding independent claim 1, 

Vimmtath at best teaches away from claim 1, Vimanath states: 

Each sen-'er may register a listener with the administration ser\'er 
fo. jistcji j or c^^^^^ by the administration 

framework on the administradon server. Using this event notification 
mechanism, tlie listening servers may not need to access the persistent 



App. Mo. I0/748.774 
Docket No. (>5imm 



1.2 



Hxananer: MUS.A. 
ArtUmt: 2446 



:SMg:.fa^^P.#tgj^ - Instead, tlie servers receive notifications of changes and 
update their configuration contexts in memory, nmafiafk Par. 030 

(emphasis added) . 

\»sumini> the ailcacd ' lisionirg ^Mnhj monitoring mt^Lnnil >iKh 
alk'tit-d IkstcDioy iS L'\cnt diixeu and noi conUnuous as teciled \n claim 1 (insnit'ai)S 
that vvhde ciaun 1 contmuousK in real-time monitois s>.stera lesources, Viwufiaih onlv 
notjfies tlie listening ser\'ers upon an events — if no event, no need to listen and thus no 
need to continuously monitor. Therefore, Viswanath teaches away from continuous, real- 
time, monitoring as recited in claim 1, Hence, Sylor cannot be combined with Vmmnath, 
Claims 14-15 depend from claim 1 and by definition include all limitations of claim 1. 

Ii:. teo/eDn[sN()i Om TnL Dm icii soi- Vjsu i\ iiu 

Sylor allegedly discloses a method and apparatus for displaying tlie status of 
networked resources as .fishbone layout. j>^:4?/'i. AMtrMt;.Bg.-.2^^^^ Ilov^'-ever, 
nothing in Sylor discloses the process of continuous monitoring, in real-time, the 
plurality of resources which are then received by the server at predetermined periodic 
time periods, Fuithermore, Syhr does not disclose registering each of the monitor beans 
as a cluster by a server of the monitoring architecture, wherein the server to serve as a 
single point of entry for calling each of the plurality of runtime and monitor beans. 
The lack of such disclosure in Vimmath and Syhr means that claim 1 is not obvious by 
the above references because ai! elements of claim 1 are not disclosed by these references 
as required by M.P.E.P. § 2141. Claims 14-15 depend from claim 1 and so by nature of 
their dependency, claims 14-1 5 are not obvious by Vimanath in view of Sayhr. 

Accordingly, .Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of claims 14-15 in 
view of the amendments. 

New Clai.!V!s: 

Applicants add new method claims 69-70 which depend from claim 1, new- 
sy stem claims 71-72 which depend from claim 35, and new machine-readable claims 73- 
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74 v\hich depend from dami 44 Claims 35 and 44 lecite simiiai limitations as ciaim L 
As mentioned above, I 'lswamUh does not disclose a monitoring ajchitecture that 
peifoim*. the process of continiK' J'- n\n ' pi. r 'cal-u-nt I'-'o p >'j1 t\ of lesources 
whwh arc then recened b\ the i>en ei a: p-eacteir/nco pcnodic mnc peiKidi> 
1 uuherniore I f^iuuhuh does not disciose legi^leung e.3ch of the nionUoi beans as a 
clustei b> a senei of the monuonng architecture^ uhejein tlie server to sej\e as a single 
point of enliy for calling each of the plurality of runtime and monitor beans. The lack of 
such disclosure in llswmiath means that it does not aitticipate claim 1 as amended. 
Therefore, independent claims 1,35, and 44 are not anticipated by Vmnmath. The new 
claims depend futm the aho\ e independent claims. Since dependent claims include all 
limitation*^ of then respccnx c mdeiiendenl claims, dependent claims 69-74 are not 
anticipated bs / iwmiiarh 

As discussed above, the above deficiencies are not cured by Syior and so the new 
dependent claims cannot be obvious by Viswanath in view of Sylor. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request consideration of the new claims. 
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Conclusion 



Applicants submit that they have overcome Exammer's objections to and rejections 
of the claims and that they have the right to claim the inventi on as listed in tlie listing of 
claims. Exatuiner is respectfuiiy requested to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is 
believed that such contact would further the examination of the present application. 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1.1 36(a)(3), Applicants request and authorize U.S. 
Patent and Tradeniark Office to (1) treat any concurrent or foture reply that requires a 
petition for extension of time as incorporating a petition lor extension of time for the 
appropriate length of time and (2) cha.ige all required fees, including extension of time 
fees and fees under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 and § 1. 17, to Deposit Account No. 02-2666. 



RespectfuUv siibinitfed^ 

BLAKEL Y, SOKOLOFF, TAVLOR & ZAFMAN, LLP 



November 3, 2009 



Date 



Usraan A. Mughal 
Reg. No- 62,887 
Atiorney for Applicants 



1279 Oakmciid Parkway 
Sunns vale, CA 94085-4040 
(503)439-8778 



t ficreby eisrtiiy }iiaf this ooiTe.<ip«iiI<;nBe is being subtnUied eteotroaiBafly via EFS Web on the date shown betow. 
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